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shooting from the trenches van der heijden aftermath of the Second World War -and the only one who has published extensively on it. He knows the Dutch situation, but he is still an outsider.
Obviously the fact that Aerts' contribution constitutes challenges implies that I do not always agree with him. It begins with what he calls a characteristic of dnm, an aspect that is also criticised by others -the narrative structure.
According to Aerts, I swear 'by the narrative plain and simple'. In my opinion, that is grossly exaggerated and cannot be confirmed by the text. It is true that there are a great many 'stories' but there are more analyses in the book. Let me
give an example -and with it examine a second related point of criticism.
Aegle and mouse
Aerts writes that I go too far 'by simply raising the tone of a particular source to the attitude of an entire epoch'. At first sight I understand that reproach and, to be honest, I have also continually wrestled with the attempt to find a balance between 'sources' and 'epoch'. Let me try to explain what I mean.
My method is based on -if I can so call it -an eagle and mouseprinciple. That means I usually combine a great vaulting ('despondency about the Netherlands, the West, the future [...] The image of this grey past, as he had built it up in his previous book, becomes a criterion to judge the post-war attitudes to the occupation. People who, after 1945, were bearers of this grey image are described sympathetically, presumably because they are close Van der Heijden's own narrative of the war. among other things, due to that book I had a sharp eye for such a complex picture, but it was a secondary consideration. The grey image of the war in the Fifties came as a complete surprise to me. In dnm I try to elaborate as much as possible on that discovery, or surprise if you will, and therefore do give it a great deal of attention. That has nothing to do with preference, but with historiographical discovery, amazement and curiosity.
In his confirmation of the current view (that the dominant war narrative in the 1950s rested on the polarities of repression and resistance)
Wielenga uses nothing but the authority-argument: others, in this case Rob van Ginkel and Frank van Vree, say that it is so and so it is (ipse dixit Public opinion, as is repeatedly said in dnm, is such a complex phenomenon that, as a historian, you can better leave it alone. Perhaps once again I wanted to do too much. At the other side, the subject is so important that you cannot ignore it. The misunderstandings (or in the eyes of some of my critics, mistakes) to which this can lead are illustrated by the passage on Max Blokzijl in dnm. In the book I argue that after the war political delinquents scarcely make themselves heard -and did not get the opportunity to do so.
Other than in, for instance Flanders, the subject of a number of important publications by Koen Aerts, they played no role in public opinion. Given the subject of my book, it was therefore perhaps better if I had left them out until the moment, at the end of the twentieth century, that they, via their children and a new generation of historians, did speak out. But, as I said before, what is not said can be very indicative in understanding the mood of the moment. For this reason I chose to dedicate a chapter to those who had been on the German side during the war. As said, it tells a lot about the public sphere of the time that their voice was not heard.
In the chapter on the delinquent sector there is a relatively long passage about the virtually unknown diary written by Blokzijl in the months before his death, a diary that is not to be found in the archives. I believe this diary is significant because it has a number of notations that are seldom or never considered, and certainly at the time, just after the war, played no part in the public debate. One of these is the Shoah. On the basis of Blokzijl's diary I suggest the possibility that indeed he was in ignorance of what was happening in the concentration camps and I write:
5 In particular chapter 13 and the epilogue.
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The famous, even today, 'wir haben es nicht gewusst' is never believed.
Nevertheless the diary makes one think, perhaps not so much about what
Blokzijl knew of or did not know as about the complex scale that slides from indifference via egoism and heartlessness to crime. It is beyond doubt that Blokzijl is to be found somewhere on that scale. At the same time the diary shows that he himself never came even close to such an insight (93).
Like a number of others Wielenga reacts strongly to this passage and says that Blokzijl leads me by the nose. Critical evaluation of sources is 'therefore' not my strong point: and that while I state emphatically that Blokzijl's apology during the trial was rightly set aside as 'yet another attempt by a smooth talker to escape' but it is 'more difficult to say this about the diary that the man in the months before his execution wrote at the behest of his wife' (89). I make the qualification more difficult for three reasons, that do not concern us here, 
